
June 1, 1994

Reed Hunt
Chairman
Federal Communications
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Hunt:
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I applaud your emphasis on consumer-oriented issues,
particularly the proposed regulation of long-distance
companies to allow their customers to use pay
telephones without dialing access codes.

Why should consumers pay a call by call penalty for the
deregulation of the telephone monopoly? This makes so
much sense.

Thanks for putting consumer a/k/a taxpayers on your
list of priorities.

Sincerely,
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Dana. Ra.phael, Ph,D, 666 Sturges Highwa.y Westport, Conneotiout 06SS0
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DONALD B. VAELLO
12000 CROWN POINT DRIVE

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78233

July 20, 1994

The Honora" Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554
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Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to BiNIHJ' Pllfty Preference (BPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capa!bilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephQne and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
moraie funding would be decre.sed and attended uy an incresse ill inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse'1 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix itl" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington. O. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, a:tfecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrofll
the proposed BPP regulation,

Over the past ten years, administratorS',of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone senicl: pro..ider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel softty; drug prevention and other
community programs: fami~v visitation etc.

Here are II few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone pro..iders.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards ofSU billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons, The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no 10nFt' have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. wimesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unabJe to controJ fraud problems ~ently handled
by inmate phone pro"iders.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that TI1E COSTS OF BILLED PARn­
PREFERENCE FOR rN~lATE CALLS FAR OL1\VEIGH TI1E BENEFITS. rrBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your ,:ol1siderauon of :ny \'iews.
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

July 25, 1994 RECEIVED
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RE: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed
Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference
(BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security land administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take aovlay our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number
of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us,
and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment
that is specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment
helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity
over the telephone network. Given the constant budgetary
constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this
equipment without the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP
would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate
phones. If BPP is. applied to inmate facilities, there will be no
way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone
service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale
of inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension

No. of Copies rec'{.1 r".",
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will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay
for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs
do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from
abusive rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for
this lack of responsibility is the is BPP. The proper and more
effective action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls
and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their
contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming maj ority of Sheriffs
are committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

Ronald I. Cary
Madison County Sheriff

RIC/kam
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July 22, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Billed Party Preference: CC Docket Number 92-77

Dear Commissioner Hundt:

I am the Sheriff and Jail Administrator of Nevada
County, California. I am requesting that the Federal
Communications Commission exempt local jails from the
proposed "billed party preference" system for 0+ Inter
LATA payphone traffic rules.

It would appear that we would be losing our ability
to closely monitor telephone calls during investigations,
and would likely lose our ability to quickly block calls
to protect victims and witnesses from intimidation, as
well as families and friends from unwanted calls and
harassment. If this were to occur, the inmates present
unlimited access to telephone service would have to be
curtailed and those calls monitored or supervised by
correctional officers. This would create a great
inconvenience for the inmates and their families as well
as a hardship on the already overburdened correctional
staff. The eliminating of the 0+ commissions currently
received from our present systems would impact numerous
inmate welfare programs that are currently being funded
through these sources to the detriment of the inmates.

I urge you to exempt local jails from this
regulation. Thank you for your consideration.

;;;;:~ i?
q~~

Sheriff-Coroner
Public Administrator
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
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Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a Significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health. education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; famiZv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others, we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation, we urge you to make inmate calls exempt Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sin~~_""""..::-1~r_
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554
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Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chainoan Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminaljustice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators',of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone sen-ice provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel saJety; drug prevention and other
community programs: fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer ha\"e the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate c:1lIs. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could concehrably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and ~ountless others. we belie\"e that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR I:N1vIATE C\LLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEmS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your considerauon of my \'iews.

Sincerely.
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July 22, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Billed Party Preference; CC Docket No. 92.77

Honorable Chairman Hundt:
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Dona Ana County Detention Center in Las Cruces, New Mexico is opposed to the
application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at this facility. The rationale for having
assumed this position is three fold.

First is the aspect of security. Prisoners should not be allowed to have
indiscriminate access to a telephone communication network. Abusive telephone
calls, fraud and other criminal activity will oreur if telephone communications are
not controlled.

Second is the aspect of revenue. The single provider telephone system provides for
revenue that is returned to the jail population. Items such as cable television,
television sets, weight and recreation equipment are provided using the telephone
system as revenue. Should this revenue be unavailable, the burden of providing
these items falls back on the public. In reality, the cost should be paid for by the
individuals that are being incarcerated.

The third concern pertains to the cost of providing for the inmate telephone system.
When the revenues for an inmate telephone system deteriorate to the point that it
no longer is profitable for the telephone system provider, then the cost of providing
for such a system will rest with the public.

1



BPP is not the answer. Detention Centers need control of inmate telephone systems
that are provided and maintained by those companies that have expertise with
these systems. The inmate telephone system is an important part of the inmate
life. BPP would severely inhibit the inmate's access to a telephone, it would develop
an unnecessary administrative load on the facility and would degrade the security
that is necessary in detention centers.

I urge you to not adopt legislation that would add to the burden of our operation and
interfere with the day-to~day administration of detention centers that are already
tasked to the limit in providing niceties to the inmate population.

Respectfully,

Frank A. Steele
Detention Administrator
DACDC

FAS/pl

re:
Honorable James H. Quello
Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Honorable Susan Ness
APCC Inmate Phone Service Providers Task Force

2
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July 22, 1994
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RE: CC DOCKET 92-77 OPPOSITION TO BILLED PARTY PREFERENCE

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

Upon analyzing the security and administration needs at Montana facilities we find it

necessary to route inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier equipped to handle

such calls and with whom we have a contractual agreement. It would not work for us to

give inmates the choice of carrier, many of whom are not familiar with the handling of

inmate calls.

Our phone eqUipment is specifically designed for inmate calls, helps prevent fraud,

abusive calls and other possible criminal activity utilizing phones. The inmate phone

system we have is financially possible; BPP would eliminate necessary revenue for the

continuation of inmate phone service.

Further, we do not agree with the FCC that BPP is the answer to abusive rates. We

recommend the adoption of rate ceilings on inmate calls.

We urge you not to adopt regulations which interfere with our administrative and security

decisions - again, we oppose Billed Party Preference.

"AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"



Thank you for your consideration of our input.

Sincerely,

MES M. GAMBLE, Administrator

orrections Division



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of coTrectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. fVe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel saftty; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy higgest concerns ahout Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

1am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone indusuy would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administratorS"ofcorrectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a 5ignific~t source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically, ffe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health. education and recreation: jail personnel sajety: drug prevention and other
community programs: Jami~v visitation etc,

Here are af#!1tI ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone prOViders.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of S1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process caUs. inmate phone providers would no longer ha\'e the
revenue to pro\;de the sophisticnted phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate C311.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone,1

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate caUs. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems ~ent1y handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the abo\'e reasons. and ~ount1ess others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR f1"i1\tLA TE C.-\LLS FAR OL'T\V'EIGH THE BENEmS. [f BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your ;;ollsiderauon of my views.
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July 20, 1994

Re: CC Docket #92-77

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554
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Dear Chairman Hundt: ~~~.U~/tws

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preferenceregulatio~~
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptJrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators ofcortectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92·77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates.. their families and
the criminal justice system as a Whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed SPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators:of cbrrectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone senice provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: fal1li~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofm}' biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of Sl.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to re....ert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone1

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone pro"iders.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR rNtvlATE CALLS FAR. OlJTWEIGH THE BENEms. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my \·iews.

Sincerely_
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July 25, 1994

Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Honorable Hundt:
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The imposing of Billed Party Preference by the FCC would interfere
with the ability of Jailers to manage and control inmate calling.

Under BPP an inmate could select any long distance carrier and I would
loose security and fraud control which I presently have on the phone
system.

BPP would also cut revenue McCracken County receives from the inmate
phone system which is in excess of $4,000 per month. The McCracken County
Jail presently averages 290 phone calls daily.

Security Telecom, our inmate phone service provider, installed' a six
station computer system along with a video imaging system, a $60,000
installation, at no cost to the County.

Your help in getting the Billed Party Preference stopped would be
greatly appreciated by myself and McCracken County.

Enclosed are some of the comments made about BPP by Sheriffs and Jail
Administrators across the country.

Sincerely,

;W/
~ Gill
McCracken County Jailer

CG:vt

Enclosures

cc: Honorable James Quello, Commissioner
Honorable Rachelle Chong, Commissioner
Honorable Andrew Barrett, Commissioner
Honorable Susan Ness, Commissioner
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"As a correctional facility adminultrator, Tam in the hellt POlllt1011 tn ~hute \V'hat call controls are nl!cell~ary a.nd m
the hellt interest of inmate!! and the g~r,eral puhlic-.not the federal gnvemment Telephcme can clmtrol~ re necellsary in
order t() prevent ahuse and fraud"

"Call ahu.o;e ar.d fraud at correctional facilineR are worse t"'an at non-inmate locations!"

"RPP will, in effect, grant every inmate at my facilitiell a new federal rigl1t to 1l.'\e tl1e Inng distance carrier ofhi!I

choice. As the guardian nf that inmate, Twill1'10 longer have control over how inmate cant; arerouted."

",I-\l1mvinginmate calls to.so to any long distance carrier, a., I)PPOlled to a sen"ce providerc~e .... by me and cnntTactual1y
committed to provide can and fraud contml!l, will threaten security Tt ',II neceAAary to ha~'e allerVice provider with whom
Tam in daily contact, one who can lIervice my neeu.'1 hy inlltalling numher hlockiT'lg, PfNlI, !I::reen'ng nut calls to
peT'llOlill inmate ....;sh to threaten, and eliminating a prmarj aVeTlue ofgang cont1'('\l in!lide the wall.~. rvjiQTQ9.<ji>'
QDPOI!c any federal jnterfmnoe with my ability to man. and control inmates' callini I'

"The revenue-sharing arrangement'! with an inmate phone provider have heen an innnvative and effective meaTHI of
f;nancing important inmate programs, IIUl~h a.'1 family .'illlitation, edueatl0.n, drug rehahilitation l""OWam!'o, law Iihrsrie!1,
and sp0rl'! 1ncrea~ed phone 8VBilahility and inmate programs financed throt;gh revenue-sharing have rrought
R Inn C inmates improved morn1e, rehahilitatim, a...d reduced recidi"i!lm"

"Focility :3.drr,inistratoOl caT1T'nt independently f1'1ance sophisticated inmate cal1irg equipmeT't throu~h the general hudget.
The puhlic: and legislatcm; do nor '"rant to proVide amerities for inmates it

"Successful programs and rehah,litation effort.'1 will he cancel1ed ifB'PP iEl e"acted All revenue generated hy inmate
collect callll is 1l.'led e:{cl9.'1ively f;)r the henefit of inma~."

"At a time of fHlcal cT1!1is in government, the FCC IIhould 110t he cutting off a critical source of revenue that heneTit.'1
inmates"

"F.nactment of RPP will end inma~e u.'le of the telephone a.c; far a.'I Tam concerned TfBPF is instituted, the dang~r to
'lociety of 1=tt11"l8 inmatell control t!-le concer cal1i;,z lIystem instead of the admini~trat1"n i~ just too great a threat to
al1~)w inmate'! acCl!l"~ to telerhone~"

George A VOl'll.', Jr., DireccC'r
Rhode lliland DOC

"Department statl Telecommunications $taft~ ar,d AT&l project team members strived to develop a ~)~tE'.rn th,lt would
meet the departm!nt's needs, the lnmates' needs and,most importantly, their families' neecJs. In order to do thu, the group
worKed closo!ly with Revd'end ~Aary K hiskJ.cs-Warren, .lJiret1or of Rer.oncilia·icn, a family prison support group"

'The inmates and their families, as reported by .1<e\'t~rend f<nskics-Warren are pleased with ns (inmatE' l'e!ephone
S}'lItem) "

Chriytine L. Bradley, CommisRloner
l'enr1ef.see ilOC
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From: VINCE TOWNSEND To: Cliff Gil Date: 7120194 Time: 01:08:06 Page 5 r.t 10

"The~e revenue!' have allowed thi" cl'rrect;rlnal facility en fund CTltical ~·ehahilitatior. programs, vocat,c.nal equipment
and educational program!! that would not 0therwiiile he p:lssihle ""ith the econrmic !!ituati,"m ,,'- OuT county.'

PatTIe;a R. Taf'pan, CommiHs1"ner
Onondaga County, New York

"Tt ill my feelina that e~ding RPP to inmate call!! would create seriOu.~ negative implications for hoth thi.<; facility a,;; well
a.<; f~r the inmates themllelvell.·

"The reduction and/or elimlTlstion of inmate rhones could ultimately result"

"Without the financial a.<;sistance, many jails and prison!! may likely re\ert hack to past re!!trictive method.. of a11nwi1"'g
inmate calling. II

liT feel that the long distance rates could actually increa.~ over BeJl Company a!"d AT&T rates. The reuol"l for ~hill ~an

he attrihuted tl1 the lItandmg policy of the FCC which require!! that the COl,t of any !"few service he paid for hy the actwl
Ul'Ien; ofthe sen';ce rather than the genera: puhlic. The estimated cost of implementmg 'APr' ill expected to he I.~

hillion dol1an1. This figure could further esc:nlate ;fthe COAtll of adding special fraud and security features are faerored in
These co!lt.~ would in a111ikelihood he home ~XC'U"i\'e:y hy inmate ,ilmiliell and others who receive inmate call,,"

Allan K. Kehl, Sheriff
T.t Mark F. Schlecht
KenOllha Cnunty, WiKcl)n!!in

''RiIledP.Jrty?reference vlill undermine theahility of jail admini~trat:")rs and jail lltatTto contTO; inmate cal'hg, will increa.<;e
expen!le~, and will reduce llel"Vices availahle to jail inmate,,"

"A.dditionaily, 'APP \\;11 place a Breate r hurden on the local taxpayers for needed security devicell."

James P. 11nlry, Pre.'lident
John T.. Kammef7.eII, Ex. Director
County Sheriffs of Colorado

"There 1!! a difference in wh("l be!1efil" from a rr,ane !!yst~m in a pr'KC)'1 en','ironmeT1t versu.<; a phone utili :':ed hy the general
public"

"Charges for cal... have always been blUed on local tanffed rates. St.rcharges are not permitted"

"The lOllS of this service will res·,:!t in major clltbacb :r. the mJmber of phones, access to phones, and the ability to
provide quality phone services to inmates The ODCC does not have the f'lnding needed to replace t.he ll1mate phone
.'iystem"

Larry A i"ll!'ld, Director
OkJahl'lma DOC
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From: VINCE TOWNSEND To: Cliff Gil Ollte: 7/2DI94 Time: 01 :08:59 Page 6 oJt 10

"~il1dParty ?reference will el1minate all ~ecurity controls hy the c:)rrecti"nal faci1ity over inma~ telephonel'l by opening
up the telephone lIeTVice to excellsive fraud by inrnawc, This fraud wiil he d~trimental to :he puhlic a.'1 well as to the
C~orrecti()nal f~cility, hecau...e the facility will hat'e little cl1ntrol to fight tni'l prohlem "

"Live "l'erah')l'!l who are not trained to handle pril'l("lner call1'l, will he !luhject to vernal ahu!lt: and haraAl'lment from the
pri!l(men::, "

"The cnrrectional fa::ilities .\>il1 have no logi(''81 way to fight inmate ahu'Ie, r.ocal facilities de!lirir.g ~peciali?ed

systerr:s to fight fraud and shu":e ',\>ill have to hudget e>.tensively for these festures'"

"HilledParty Preference WIll dn nothing more t!"an un&rmine the ccrrecth')nal adminifltrato"l! ahility t.,.., C01trol all 'r,mate!l
in our ticilitJes and to !"'"event frawfulent conduct and heh8\'ior rt wi11 decre8!le puhlic II8fety to all .vhom are involved in
the criminal jUAtice system!l •

"ff this propogl pa.'1sel1, the C01"!"ectional tacilitie!! ac:"OAA the country will have no control over securty when inmate
telephnnell are involved, The puhlic will no longer he ahle to look 10 the correctional admini!ID'a~r for help in thill area,"

Carl R Rarhaagh, SheritT
Fred~ck(~ourrty, ~a~'and

"The StBte'!l Jail Standard!l C:o:nmittee, of whIch Tam a member, recer,t1y revilled St:mdard 4~5 of the State Jail Standardc;
to read; "Written policy, procedure, and pmctice !!hall enllUTf iT'mares rea.'4onahlt! access 1-:1 telephore facilities The
expen!'le of l'uch acceS!l !lhall not exceed the average rate& charged to the local con1munity,"
Additionally. the respom;ihle departments of [he Commonwealth have iUsigned im'emigat<m tn con:entrate on
thill specific prohlem and correct mi"u.'Ie,"

"Regarding discu.'1l1innll of revenue sharing hailed on inmate telephone u...e, r !lee this ll.'1 a win-win situation in thi!l
time of SURtere hudget'! and declining operating func.c; The carrier gain!! financially, the incarceration facility gain!!
financia~ly, and hecause of the facility's financial gain, the inmate!! gain through !lUpport pr'')gralm and !lupply itemll."

J R Dewan, Superintendent
Western Tidewater Regional Jail, VirgiT'ia

"SUM a threat tl'a1slates Into increo.ased di±Iiculty (or mablJIty) U1 meeting constitutional an..-J court ordered mandates,
thus mcreased expo!'lure to clvil liabiJitit'!s and lncreased potential for dire loslies to the junsdictit)n "

C, W, Smith, Sheriil
Lt. UK H.oughton
Jack.'JOn Cotmty, Oregor.

''It is C1UCiaJ that eltCh facility have the tec.h;,ological specialists necessary TO respcr.d immediately tr.' dally secunt)' concem~
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"'I"!EVAOA PAYPHONE ASSOCIATION

June 30, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW -Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Billed Party PreferencelCC Docket No. 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

RECEIVFn

.'t1219N

We are writing to express our opposition to your apnc:y's proposal to implement Billed Party preference
("BPP") throughout the telephone network. Our astOCiation represents several independent payphone
providers ("IPP's") in the sate of Nevada. We are responsible for procuring and overseeing the operation
of telecommunications facilities and services. including pay telephonc and other tclephone systems located
at our facilities. BPP will drastically alter our ability to continue to provide the public with quality
telecommunications service.

Our phones are all programmed to allow callers to access the carrier of their choice, in compliance with
•. thc Telephone Operator Consumer Services Improvement Act of 1990 (TOCSIA). BPP is in our opinion

an unnecessaIy federal response to a problem that has already effectively been resolved.

BPP will cost billions to implement and the consumers will ultimately bear the cost. Additionally,
consumers will be faced with longer call set up times and will need to repeat billing information on some
calls.

BPP will effectively eliminate competition and innovation. Prior to deregulation the local exchange
carriers ("LEC's") were the monopoly providers ofpublic communications. Competition has brought new
service options, greater responsiveness to our needs and fair commission structures. BPP will allow the
LEC's total control over the initiation and routing of 0+ calls and enable them to further their own
objectives at our expense.

As in any business, we are concerned about the rates charged to consumers. We require our payphone
providers and asp's to only charge competitive rates. If the Commission feels consumers need additional
protection, it would seem that a better alternative to BPP would be to establish and enforce reasonable rate
ceilings.

We respectfully ask the commission to reject the Billed Party preference proposal.

~Juc~~ 71',~/
~bert Mednico1f V
President
lM/dtj
ee's The Honorable James H. QueUo

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness

No.ot~· • ()
list ABCDE6S rae Cf_ -----------

4620 S. Arville • Suite:-l • L2S Vegas. ;~evada 89103 • (702) 876-2559 • Fax (702) 876-6089



~rfl1rh Q!l1unt~ ~lt~riff'5 (l}ffic~

P.O. BOX 150
BEL AIR, MARYLAND 21014-0150

ROSERTE.COMES JUly 20, 1994

~lt~riff
The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. ~

Washington, D.C. 20554 ~ kRt No, 'l}-.'l l
R.E '. ~ r (' : CC '..;;.(J 'C .

Dear Sir:

I am writing in protest of the proposed Billed Party
Preference ("BPP"). As Warden of a County Detention Facility, I
need the control that our inmate phone system provides.

currently, we are able to accomodate the victims of crimes
who request their phone number be blocked in order that they not
be further victimized, parents whose daughters are constantly
being called, and members of the general public who complain that
inmates are harassing them. We will not be able to protect these
citizens should your proposal be adopted. LikeWise, we shall not
be able to prevent the phone fraud that has been virtually non­
existent since the installation of our current system.

Having control of the inmate calling system is an important
tool in management of the facility inmate population.
Abolishing that tool will greatly diminish the security which we
now enjoy. Furthermore, I would be remiss if I failed to note
that All inmate access to phones would be greatly diminished as
the facility would be unable to provide the equipment which is
now furnished by our contracted provider. We have no funding for
equipment, nor for the numerous service calls/repairs. With ever
increasing numbers in our population and budget cutbacks for the
past several years, our budget is extremely limited. All these
items are provided free by our contractor, whose rate was set by
the Public Service Commission.

Your adoption of this regulation will not assist anyone; it
can only be detrimental to inmates, Correctional facilities and

\
r. Paul Hastmann, Warden
rford County Detention Center

Bel Air, Maryland 21014-2322

CC: Sheriff Robert E. Comes

SHERIFF'S OFFICE (301) 838-6600 DETENTION CENTER (301) 838-2110 DEAF TTY (301) 838-2366
FAX NUMBER (301) 838-3136 FAX NUMBER (301) 638-0958



Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureay, Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

COUNTY-CITY PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING
SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99260

LARRY V. ERICKSON

SPOKANE COUNTY SHERIFF
JOHN A. GOLDMAN, Undersheriff

MICHAEL J. AUBREY, Undersheriff

DONALD R. MANNING, Chief Criminal Deputy

JAMES J. HILL, Jail Commander

JOHN H. MCGREGOR, Patrol Captain

SPOKANE COUNTY COURT HOUSE

JUly 21, 1994

Dear Members,

Billed Party Preference (BPP), as we see it, threatens the controls we have
on our inmate phone system and the source of funding for our Inmate Welfare
Fund.

U. S. West is supplying us with equipment which will prevent three-way
calling and stop fraudulent non-collectable calls. The system also provides
a means of screening all calls and completing calls only to numbers approved
by the Jail Administration. This allows us to prevent, or stop, harassing
phone calls by inmates.

Our Inmate Welfare Fund receives money from inmate phone commissions. In
return, inmates gain legal resources, educational opportunities, behavior
training, recreation/relaxation items, and indigent services.

We, the Jail Administration and not the inmates, are the contracting party
with U.S. West. We just don't see where BPP would help us, and we haven't
asked for it.

If you concern is with the phone costs to the inmates, please consider the
cost of implementing BPP since the inmates would ultimately cover that cost.
Also, in Washington State, phone rates are regulated by the Washington
Public Utilities Commission, which keeps the costs down for the inmates.

In conclusion, we urge you to exempt jails which have inmate phone services
with the controls and benefits we have described from Billed Party
Preference.

Sincerely,

LARRY V. ERICKSON, Sheriff

~Ptain ames J. Hill
Jail Commander
Spokane County Jail No of CoI:Hes GList ABCOe . rec'd _

JJH:pjb



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

RI=~r=f"CO

.US 12 1994

F8IRAL caaMLKto . ,) SS'II"lIOfFJl"rOf 'ft.J ... •. ,,,, 1VI1
lVl: I nE SECRETARY

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reaSon, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enfOrcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: famizv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of$I.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to reven to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

o
s~~/

~E;;;~VAN OTTERLOO
KOSSUTH COUNTY SHERIFF ALGONA IOWA

No. of Copies rec~
List ABCDE '----



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Christopher S.· Bond
United States Senate
Russell Bldg.. Room 293
Washington, D. C. 20510

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Senator:

RECEIVED

iAUG 12199t
FEtffl" " IX)MM~IOO

OFFill Of THE SECRETARV

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators bf correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. JVe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; jami~V visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone prOViders.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

o
s~erel~,JLf

No. of Copies rec'd
List ABCOE '---


